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August 1. 1994

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chainnan
FederaI Couulluuicatious CouulIission C,.
1919 M Street, NW
Washington. D.C. 20554

Re: CC Docket No. 92·77 Opposition to Billed Party Preference

Dear Chairman Hundt:

We are opposed to the application ofBilled Party Preference (BPP) at inmate facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administratiou needs at our facility and have fouud it to be uecessary to coute
inmate calls from our facility to a single carrier that is equipped to handle inmate calls and with whom we have a
contractual. relationship. We cannot allow inmates to have open access to the teleconununications network and the
freedom to use any carrier they please. BPP will take away our right to coordinate inmate calls through a carrier we
know and trust Instead, inmate calls will be routed to a number ofdifferent carriers. none ofwhom will have any
obligation to lL~, and few tbat win he trained to handle inmate calls.

We have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is specifically designed for inmate calls.
This equipment helps prevent fraud. abusive calls, and other criminal activity over the telephone network. Given
the constant budgetary constraints that we are under. we cannot afford to provide this equipment without the help
ofinmlltc phone liet'Vice provident RPP would allio eliminate the revenue litrCAm that financc:s our inmate phnnc:s.
IfBPP is applied to inmate facilities, there will be no way for us to finance these phones, nor will there be inmate
phone service providers to assist us. Without inmate phones. the morale of our inmates will be devastated. The
resulting increase in tension will make it more difficult for our sla1I' to manage inmales.

FurthennoT'C, we aT'C lienllit1ve to the rlltC!i inmllte fllmilic:s PllY for Clll1li. We fuI1y IIppreeilite the FCC'li concern if
some Sheriff's do not take responsibility for protecting inmate families from abusive rates. We do not
agree with the fCC that the solution for this lack of rcsponsibility is BPP. The proper and more effcctive
action would be 10 adopt rale ceilings on inmale calls and then let SheriJIs enforce these rate ceilings
through their contracts. Indeed we believe the overwhelming majority of Sheriffs are committed to
requiring rllteli thllt lire fair lind rCIL~onlible.

10 short, BliP would take away our ability to employ important seeurity and administrative measures that we have
found 10 be necessary at our facility, ultimately reducing inmate phone availability, which in turn decreases the
efficiency of our staff. We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere with our administrative and security
deciliionli - deciliionli thllt IIrc c1ellTIy mthin our dilicretion and which we hllVe II public T'ClipOnliibility to mllke.
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July 20. 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:
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'AUG 121994
FEDERAL ea.tMUHlCATKlNS COMMISSlOO

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. TVe use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation: jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; famifv visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone!

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INNIATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt:. Thank you for your consideration of my views.
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street N.W.
Washington. D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:
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I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. 1-Ve use this revenue to fund various programs including: lmvenforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; fami~v visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of$1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone.'

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. \ve believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Hundt:
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As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, I am stating my
strong opposition to Silled Party Preference rSpp) for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, fer the mest part.
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
":'vifliniS5iuflS O&l,;c:IU::i€l there wouid be no competition. Without commiSSions, tacilities would have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to tum to government sources. Cutting existing progrl3ms or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

oSincerely, /:;}
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Hundt:

As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, I am stating my
strong opposition to Billed Party Preference (BPP) for 0 +. Cails. Further, i respectiveiy request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part.
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
commissions because there would be no competition. Without commissions, facilities would have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This. of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect. a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554
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Dear Representative Hundt:

As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, I am stating my
strong opposition to Silled Party Preference (SPPJ for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part.
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
commissions oecause tnere woula be no competition. Without commissions, tacilities wouid have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.
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Sincerely,

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect. a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Hundt:

4819 Wordsworth
San Antonio, TX 78217
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As both an employee in the communications industry &nd a t~x paying citizen, I am stating my
strong opposition to Billed Party Preference (BPPJ for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
commissions bp~~II.C:A thArp w"uld be no comoetition. Without commissions. facilities would have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

oSincerely,
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Gene Stinnett

2450 Rockaway
San Antonio, TX 78232

July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Hundt:

As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, I am stating my
strong opposition to Silled Party Preference rSpp) for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
commissions because there would be no cOOlpetii:iofl. W~(:iV"'~ ~V,illil:~i:»;u;i5, ":-ac;litias "'"o~ld have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

oSincerely,
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Hundt:
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As both an employee in the communications industry and a tC:ix paying citizen, ; dlli stating my
strong opposition to Billed' Party Preference (BPP) for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
cumiTiissions because thai'S \;w·O\..i:~ be r:o ~Orrii==t:ticn. VV;thout commissions, faci!itis3 \''Vcu!d h::ve
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

Sincerely,
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Brian Dietert

11006 Almond Park
San Antonio, TX 78249

July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Hundt:
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As both an employee in the communications Industry and a tax paying citizen, i am stating my
strong opposition to Silled Party Preference rSpp) for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of, revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly' put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
con;r.nssions bdcause there wuuld be lie ccmpc~:t!cn. \ft./ithcl!! cC'!'!1!'!'!!ssicns, facm!ie~ would have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century" This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a

:~::~::~~e m(,arket (h",e,IPsfensure that improvement continues. 0
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Hundt:
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As both an empioyee in tne commun;t:;ations jTldu::.i.ry and a tax jJaying citizeii, : om stDt::1g my
strong opposition to Billed Party Preference (BPP) for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
commissions because there would be no competition. Without commissions, facilities would have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

o
Sincerely,
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CJ"iU;(!Nelson Sigoloff
8410 Tiffany Dr.
San Antonio, TX 78230

July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Hundt:
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As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, I am stating my
strong opposition to Billed Party Preference (BPPJ for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
commissions because there would be no competition. Without commissions, facilities would have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

o
Sincerely,

_•..'.
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July 20. 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt. Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street. N.W.
Washington. D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:

RECEIVf;O

'. t 2 f994

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates. their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inlnate calls be exemptfrom
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; fami~v visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of$1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone.'

• Under BPP, correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses. jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INlvIATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

Sincerely.

c~dlcd' 4Ctw~;VI »u-y;~
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Barbara WiDatead

97 Plaza Drive
Universal City, TX 78148

July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Hundt:

RECEIVED

AUG 121994
FEDERAL C(JIWUHlCATk:lNSCOMAI~

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

As both an employee in the communications industry ano a tax paying citizen, i am ~ii:ii:ii'l~ illy
strong opposition to Billed Party Preference fSPP) for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
tittle or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
:;ommissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
commissions because there WOUlu lib 110 (.ul-Il~6i:itivi1. 'v"y'i'~:-,v'-ii: COiT,ii.issions., f~.::;~:~;aJ ;:~:..~:d have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century, This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

~Q. of Copies rac'd Q.
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5723 Pine Country
San Antonio, TX 78247

July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Hundt:

R~CE'VEO

AUG 121994

FE~RAl.~ATlONSCOMM~
OFFCE OF THE SECRETARY

As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, i am stating my
strong opposition to Billed Party Preference fBPPJ for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
commissions because rnere wouici be no CV{fI~l:'ttitjon. Without commissions, facmt:c~ ...•.. :)t;!d have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resOl,Jrces. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

Sincerely,

~o. of Copies rac'd CJ
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt. Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street. N.W.
Washington. D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:
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FE[f~1CE OF 'Tl-lE SECRETARY

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed SPP regulation.

, l "- i~'

Over the past ten years. administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education: inmate health, education and recreation: jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs: JamiZv visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reponedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fe\ver security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone'

• Under BPP, correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses. jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PART'{
PREFERENCE FOR [NNlATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my "iews.

Bill Shephard,
Sheriff
HOWELL COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPT.

o
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt. Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street. N.W.
Washington. D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:
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I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates. their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inlllate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators'· of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allO\~ing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more.
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fimd various programs including: /aw enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel saJety; drug prevention and other
community programs; Jalllizv visitation etc.

Here are afew olmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
ha\"e to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer ha\"e the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because irnnates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone.'

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over irnnate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call controL facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and -:ountless others. we belie"e that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR rN1IlATE CALLS FAR OCT\VEIGH THE BE~cFITS. IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate caBs exempt. Thank you for your considerauon of my vie,vs.
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Sheriff's Department
Clay County, Missouri
12 South Water Street

Li berty, Missouri 64068
(816) 792-7614

July 20. 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street N.W.
Washington. D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:

Bob Boydston
Sheriff

AUG 121994
FE~RAI. CC'iMUNICATIONS COU"'ISSICM

OFfICE OF '!liE SECRETARY

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates. their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole_ For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone senlce provider has been
key to our success. This senlce has al\vays been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. Whafs more.
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs: Jamilv visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones ,vith fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supenising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone.'

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR IN"WlATE CALLS FAR OlJTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. lfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my Yie,,,s. 0
Sincereh-. No. of Copies rec'd~ _
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt. Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street. N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:

Pf=CEfVEO
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I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exemptfrom
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators'of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs: familv visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone'

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. wimesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call controL facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others, we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED P.A.RTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS F.A.R OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation, we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

Sincerely.
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt. Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street. N.W.
Washington. D. C. 20554
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ffOER~FICE Of 11iE SECRETARY

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chainnan Hundt:

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exemptfrom
the proposed BPP regulation.

, ,
Over the past ten years, administrators· of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more.
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. fVe use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education: inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; fallli~v visitatiun etc.

Here are a few ofmy higgest concerns ahout Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone l

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. ·which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

o

• Without call controL facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INtvlATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. IfBPP does become

a
ation. we urge you to make Inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your conslderauon of my news.
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt. Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington. D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:
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FE~lW. CC*t.\IJNlCATIONS OOMMISSION

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
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I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates. their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason. we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators 'of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more.
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education: inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; familv visitation etc.

Here are a few ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone l

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call controL facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and -:ountless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR IMvlATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

Sincerely.

~o. of Copies rec'd
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July 20. 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt. Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street. N.W.
Washington. D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:
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FEDERAL CC*MUHlCATIONS WMMlSSlOO

OFfCE OF THE SECRETARY

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt frol1l
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators: of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education: inmate health, education and recreation: jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; familv visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone 1

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. \ve belieye that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INlVIATE CALLS FAR OUT\VEIGH THE BENEFITS. IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt. Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street. N.W.
Washington. D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:
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OFFa OF THE SECRETARY

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates. their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exemptfrol1l
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone senice provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more.
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel saJety; drug prevention and other
community programs; fall/i~v visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that .vould
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. ThiS costs everyone.'

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses. jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call controL facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone pro"iders.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED P..\RTY
PREFERENCE FOR [~1vlATE CALLS FAR OUT\VEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your considerauon of my views.

Sincereh·.
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July 20. 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street N.W.
Washington. D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:
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I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed SP? regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators of cortectional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. rre use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health. education and recreation: jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; familv visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone /

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call controL facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. lfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.
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July 20. 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt. Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington. D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77
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OFFCE OF THE SECRFTARV
I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; fami~v visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of$1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone.'

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call uacking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.
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For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR IMYIATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. we urge you make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

Sincerely.


